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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

Claim 3 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. In particular, claim 3 does 
not further limit what's recited in claim 1 and does not include all of the limitations of 
claim 1 , as required by 35 U.S.C. 1 12(4). Instead, it broadens the composition of the 
second polymer to include materials in addition to those covered by claim 1 . Claims 4- 
17, which depend from claim 3, should also be amended in a manner consistent with 
the amendment or cancellation of claim 3. For the purpose of examination, Claim 3 will 
be treated as an independent claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Cadorniga et al. (USPN 541 5937) in view of Shaw et al. (USPN 4142727) and Molitor 

(USPN 4726590). 

In regards to claim 1 , Cadorniga et al. discloses a golf ball having a cover 
comprises a blend of a first polymer, which Cardorniga et al. refers to as a high modulus 
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ionomer, and second polymer, which Cardorniga refers to as a low modulus ionomer, 
comprising ethylene/methacrylic acid/n- or iso-butyl acrylate copolymer wherein the first 
polymer has a melt index of 0.5-5.0 g/10 min. and flexural modulus of 60000 to 120000 
psi and the second polymer has a melt index of 0.5-10.0 g/10 min (See Abstract, 
Column 3, lines 28 through 65 and Column 3, lines 56 through 65). Cadorniga et al. 
does not disclose a golf ball having a dodecahedron dimple pattern on the surface of 
the golf ball or a core with a diameter of about 1 .45 to about 1 .60. Shaw et al. 
discloses a plurality of dimples arranged in a dodecahedron pattern comprising twelve 
pentagons (10) subdivided by 10 great circles (15) free of dimples (3) that form 60 
triangles (See Figure 3). One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to combine the dimple configuration of Shaw et al. to the cover of Cadorniga et 
al. in order to obtain a golf ball having optimum aerodynamic properties and flight 
performance. Molitor discloses a golf ball core having a diameter of 1 .545 inches (See 
Column 5, lines 46 through 48). One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to combine a core having the above diameter, as taught by Yokota et al., into 
that of Cardorniga et al., in order to increase the rebounding characteristics of the golf 
ball. 

In regards to claim 2, Cardorniga et al. discloses the first polymer made of an 
olefin/unsaturated carboxylic acid copolymer (See Column 3, lines 28 through 43). 

In regards to claim 3, In regards to claim 1, Cadorniga et al. discloses a golf ball 
having a cover comprises a blend of a first polymer, which Cardorniga et al. refers to as 
a high modulus ionomer, and second polymer, which Cardorniga refers to as a low 
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modulus ionomer, comprising an olefin, wherein the olefin is ethylene, /methacrylic 
acid/n- or iso-butyl acrylate copolymer wherein the first polymer has a melt index of 0.5- 
5.0 g/10 min. and flexural modulus of 60000 to 120000 psi and the second polymer has 
a melt index of 0.5-10.0 g/10 min (See Abstract, Column 3, lines 28 through 65 and 
Column 3, lines 56 through 65). Cadomiga et al. does not disclose a golf ball having a 
dodecahedron dimple pattern on the surface of the golf ball or a core with a diameter of 
about 1 .45 to about 1 .60. Shaw et al. discloses a plurality of dimples arranged in a 
dodecahedron pattern comprising twelve pentagons (10) subdivided by 10 great circles 
(15) free of dimples (3) that form 60 triangles (See Figure 3). One having ordinary skill 
in the art would have found it obvious to combine the dimple configuration of Shaw et al. 
to the cover of Cadorniga et al. in order to obtain a golf ball having optimum 
aerodynamic properties and flight performance. Molitor discloses a golf ball core having 
a diameter of 1 .545 inches (See Column 5, lines 46 through 48). One having ordinary 
skill in the art would have found it obvious to combine a core having the above 
diameter, as taught by Yokota et al., into that of Cardorniga et al., in order to increase 
the rebounding characteristics of the golf ball. 

In regards to claim 4, Cardorniga et al. discloses the first polymer made of 
ethylene and 20-25% by weight of methacrylic acid (See Column 3, lines 28 through 
43). 

In regards to claim 5, Cardorniga et al. discloses the second polymer made of an 
ethylene, which is an olefin, n- or iso-butyl acrylate, and 10% by weight of methacrylic 
acid copolymer (See Column 3, lines 56 through 65). 
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In regards to claim 6, Shaw discloses the dimples arranged to coincide with a 
plurality of pentagons, wherein the pentagons are formed from the dodecahedron 
pattern (See Figures 1 -3). 

In regards to claim 7, Shaw discloses the dimples arranged to coincide with a 
plurality of triangles, wherein the triangles further subdivide the pentagons (See Figure 

3) . 

2. Claims 8-10 and 1 2-1 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cardorniga et al (USPN 5415937) in view of Shaw (USPN 4142727) 
and Molitor (USPN 4726590) further in view of Shaw (USPN 4877252). 

In regards to claim 8, Shaw' 252 discloses the dimples arranged to coincide with 
a plurality of rows, wherein the rows further subdivide the triangles (See Figures 3 and 

4) . One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the 
dimples of Cardorniga et al. in view of Shaw and Molitor in the manner above, as taught 
by Shaw '252, in order to enhance to flight distance of the golf ball. 

In regards to claim 9, Shaw '252 discloses the rows comprising of a first row 
wherein the first row is adjacent to the apex of the triangle, a second row adjacent to the 
first row, and a third row adjacent to the second row wherein the second row is between 
the first and third row (See Figures 3 and 4). 

In regards to claim 10, Shaw '252 discloses the dimples comprising a first 
dimples arranged to coincide with the first row, a second dimple arranged to coincide 
with the second row and third row, and a third dimple arranged to coincide with the third 
row (See Figure 3 and 4). 
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In regards to claim 12, Shaw 727 discloses the depth of the dimple being from 
0.005 to 0.025 inches because the ratio of the depth to diameter is 1 :6 to 1 :15 (See 
Column 2, lines 37 through 40). 

In regards to claim 13, Shaw 727 discloses a first dimple, second and third 
dimple having a diameter of 0.085 to 0.150 (See Column 2, lines 31 through 36). 

In regards to claim 14, Shaw 727 discloses the golf ball having 360 dimples (See 
Column 2, lines 48 through 51). 

In regards to claim 1 5, Molitor discloses the core having a weight of 36.4 to 40.8 
grams (See Table 2). 

3. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the prior 
art as applied to claim 10 in view of Cadorniga (USPN 5470076). 

In regards to claim 1 1 , Cardorniga '076 discloses a dimple having dual radii (see 
Figures 2 and 3). One having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
would have found it obvious to incorporate a dimple with dual radii, as taught by 
Cadorniga, into the combination of that applied to claim 10 in order to improve the range 
and accuracy of the golf ball. 

4. Claims 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cadorniga et al. (USPN 5415937) in view of Shaw et al. (USPN 4142727) and Molitor 
(USPN 4726590) further in view of Shaw (USPN 4877252). 

Regarding claim 18, Cadorniga et al. discloses a golf ball having a cover 
comprises a blend of a first polymer, which Cardorniga et al. refers to as a high modulus 
ionomer, and second polymer, made of ethylene and 20-25% by weight of methacrylic 
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acid which Cardorniga refers to as a low modulus ionomer, comprising 
ethylene/methacrylic acid/n- or iso-butyl acrylate copolymer wherein the first polymer 
has a melt index of 0.5-5.0 g/10 min., a flexural modulus of 60000 to 120000 psi, and a 
Shore D hardness of 70 or greater, and the second polymer has a melt index of 0.5- 
10.0 g/10 min (See Abstract, Column 3, lines 28 through 65 and Column 3, lines 56 
through 65). Cadorniga et al. does not disclose a golf ball having a dodecahedron 
dimple pattern on the surface of the golf ball or a core with a diameter of about 1 .45 to 
about 1 .60. Shaw et al. 727 discloses a plurality of dimples arranged in a 
dodecahedron pattern comprising twelve pentagons (10) subdivided by 10 great circles 
(15) free of dimples (3) that form 60 triangles (See Figure 3). One having ordinary skill 
in the art would have found it obvious to combine the dimple configuration of Shaw et al. 
727 to the cover of Cadorniga et al. in order to obtain a golf ball having optimum 
aerodynamic properties and flight performance. Molitor discloses golf ball core having a 
weight of 36.4 to 40.8 g (See Table 2). One having ordinary skill in the art would have 
found it obvious to combine a core having the above weight, as taught by Molitor, into 
that of Cardorniga et al., in order to increase the rebounding characteristics of the golf 
ball. Shaw* 252 discloses the dimples arranged to coincide with a plurality of rows, 
wherein the rows further subdivide the triangles (See Figures 3 and 4). One having 
ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the dimples of Cardorniga 
et al. in view of Shaw et al.727 and Molitor in the manner above, as taught by Shaw 
'252, in order to enhance to flight distance of the golf ball. 
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In regards to claim 19, Shaw '252 discloses the rows comprising of a first row 
wherein the first row is adjacent to the apex of the triangle, a second row adjacent to the 
first row, and a third row adjacent to the second row wherein the second row is between 
the first and third row (See Figures 3 and 4). 

In regards to claim 20, Shaw '252 discloses the dimples comprising a first 
dimples arranged to coincide with the first row, a second dimple arranged to coincide 
with the second row and third row, and a third dimple arranged to coincide with the third 
row (See Figure 3 and 4). 

5. Claims 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cadorniga et al. (USPN 5415937) in view of Shaw et al. (USPN 4142727) and 
Molitor (USPN 4726590). 

In regards to claim 24, Cadorniga et al. discloses a golf ball having a cover 
comprises a blend of a first polymer, which Cardorniga et al. refers to as a high modulus 
ionomer, and second polymer, made of ethylene and 20-25% by weight of methacrylic 
acid which Cardorniga refers to as a low modulus ionomer, comprising 
ethylene/methacrylic acid/n- or iso-butyl acrylate copolymer wherein the first polymer 
has a melt index of 0.5-5.0 g/10 min., a flexural modulus of 60000 to 120000 psi, and a 
Shore D hardness of 70 or greater, and the second polymer has a melt index of 0.5- 
10.0 g/10 min (See Abstract, Column 3, lines 28 through 65 and Column 3, lines 56 
through 65). Cadorniga et al. does not disclose a golf ball having a dodecahedron 
dimple pattern on the surface of the golf ball or a core with a diameter of about 1 .45 to 
about 1 .60. Shaw et al. 727 discloses a 360 dimples arranged in a dodecahedron 
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(See Column 2, lines 48 through 51). One having ordinary skill in the art would have 
found it obvious to combine the dimple configuration of Shaw et al. 727 to the cover of 
Cadorniga et al. in order to obtain a golf ball having optimum aerodynamic properties 
and flight performance. Molitor discloses golf ball core having a PGA compression of 51 
to 1 19 (See Table 2). One having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to 
combine a core having the above PGA Compression, as taught by Molitor, into that of 
Cardorniga et al., in order to increase the rebounding characteristics of the golf ball. 

In regards to claim 25, Shaw et al. shows 360 dimples arranged to form ten great 
circle paths (15) (See Figures 1-3). 

6. Claims 26-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cadorniga et al. (USPN 5415937) in view of Shaw et al. (USPN 4142727) and Molitor 
(USPN 4726590) further in view of Shaw (USPN 4877252). 

In regards to claim 26, Shaw* 252 discloses the dimples arranged to coincide 
with a plurality of rows, wherein the rows further subdivide the triangles and the rows 
comprising of a first row wherein the first row is adjacent to the apex of the triangle, a 
second row adjacent to the first row, and a third row adjacent to the second row wherein 
the second row is between the first and third row (See Figures 3 and 4). One having 
ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the dimples of Cardorniga 
et al. in view of Shaw et al. 727 and Molitor in the manner above, as taught by Shaw 
'252, in order to enhance to flight distance of the golf ball. 

In regards to claim 27, Shaw '252 discloses the dimples comprising a first 
dimples arranged to coincide with the first row, a second dimple arranged to coincide 
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with the second row and third row, and a third dimple arranged to coincide with the third 
row (See Figure 3 and 4). 

In regards to claim 28, Molitor disclose the core having a diameter of 1 .545 
inches (See Column 5, lines 46 through 48). 

In regards to claim 29, Molitor discloses in Table 2 a core weighting 36.4 to 40.8 

g- 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 16, 17, and 21-23 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-24 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicants amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alvin A. Hunter whose telephone number is 703-306- 
5693. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:30AM 
to 4:00PM Eastern Time, 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Steve Garbe, can be reached on 703-308-1207. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Alvin A. Hunter, Jr. 




primary Examiner 



